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Date: Au~ 4, 1997

To: Rob Pine, lean ~lder, USFWS; Carol How~, Montgome~ Watson, Ca~¢d consultant,
~ck Woodard, Ca~ed Water Q~lity ~r~sram

From: Tom M~urer, ~gWS

SuNect: Camments - WQ Impacts Tee~ieal Reg o~ and Affected Environment Document, d~t~
July 2 ~d July 7, 1997 resp~tively

WA~R OU~ITY ~ACTS ’fEC~IC~ g~

~nerN nature of the document - There seems te be a general negative feel to the document that
requires a pNlosophie~l adjustment. This comes t rom statements that say although there will be
~prevement in water quality in a local watershe~i, overall, there will not be a regionN
improvement or others that state that improveme,~ts in water quality will be negNed by increased
~ollution due to population gro~h. This a~ear~, to piecemeal each action and not consider the
effects ~ additive. To be more positive one mus~ consider that each sinai1 improvement upstream
~roves the wat,r quati~ downstream and that ~11 improvements added up in a watershed/region
equals a si~ifieant im~ravement. Yes, s~ with the large, big b~g for the buck projects
tN~ugtmut th~ region but alsa ~egin upstream ~th the smaller projects and work down.
dog,ream staekholders see the water quality in,prove they wi~ have more incentive to do
s~l~ work. Is the assumption that ~ture gra~ h will be as great ~ patluter as pasffeu~ent
~o~h7 Page %45 seems ~o state that in a ao ation alternative a 60% ~ncrease in population
relies to a direct 5~% increase in pollution. I’d like to think that ~turc gro~h will use new
~proved pollution control me~urcs to a greater e=ent than cuffently being done ~d that it ~ll
not be a direct 50% increase in pollution. I t~nk ~h¢ owr~l nature of the document cm be
~proved wi~ inclusion of a more positive appro.tc~di~ussion.

Sd~ impa~s - ~e discussions of impacts on salinity due to conversion ~f agriculture ~o
w~and~opcn water needs clarification and co~ "marion with models. Discussions ~ levee
system integrity (salt concentrations decrease) set m to conflict with similar discussions in
ecosystem restoration sections (salt concentration s increase). Some of the COhesion is related to
using concentration in one discussion oflmpacts while usln8 loads (content) in the oth~. With
regard to San ~oaquin Vall~ salt loads the gener~! concep~ that salt in is equal t~ salt out (not a
net omitter) for a~culture is not true. S~i~ty in the valley, paniculariy on the westsid¢, is much
morn complex. There is a large salt load in the sc ils and groundwater ~hat contributes to the salt
load in dra~water at various levels depending on r~gation rate, depth of groundwater, depth of
dra~s, upslope drainage, location, etc. USGS cir,zulars on groundwater in the valley discuss this
in ~eat detail. Some salt is naturally elevated in soils ~d groundwater duc to the senti-arid
nature of the climate and some salt is from Estori~; irrig~ion accumulations that were not d~ned
un~fi rvcently. Drainwatcr re-use may compound he issue also.
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Selenium in the Delta - The potential affects of s~.lenium transport in the Delta with respect to
barriers and flow changes need to be discussed. ,~urrently most of the San Joaquin goes to the
pumps thus the selenium that isn’t already "lost" ~n the system does also. Altering the flow will
increase the residence time in the Delta and incre~tse selenium loading to the western Delta where
industrial sources of selenium are located But w e hopefully can assume that the drainwater
program will be successfifl, with help from CalFe t, so less selenium will be going to the Delta.

Organics - Besides the loss of ag land nutrient lo~,ds, restored wetlands remove additional
nutrients from the water thus improving the ware:" quality even more than stated in the discussion.
Under levee integrity the organic section uses the term NOM (natural organic matter). This is not
used elsewhere in the document and is confusing.

Pesticides - According to the document it appear., that conversion of ag lands to wetlands or ag
lands lost to setback levees does not improve wa~ er quality overall. Agricultural lands near the
rivers and channels can be the source of a greater amount of pesticides into the water than other
lands farther away. Thus conversion of those ag [ands may eliminate a greater amount of
pesticides than average. Plus the restored wetlan :is can act as treatment for the rivers and
channels by acting as buffers and by removal of p zsticides thus decreasing pesticide
co~mentrations in the main stem waters.

The levee integrity section (3-52) says no pestick es were detected in studies but other pesticide
discussions discuss several pesticides being detec: ed at significant concentrations.

Storage footprints - Each site should be evaluatet~ for potential impacts from abandoned mines.
New reservoirs could become methylation sites fi,r mercury causing local problems and possibly
increase methyl mercury movement downstream. The CA Division of Mines has produced maps
of the Cache Creek watershed with rnines sites io ~’ated throughout. Similar maps could also be
produced for other watersheds.

Tables - I would find it useful to expand the Programmatic Action tables to include further
breakdown of potentially significant impacts by a, lding Direct Short-Term Impacts, Direct Long-
Term Impacts, and Indirect Impacts.

Water Quality Program Impacts - A~’e there ~o estimates for metal loadings from agriculture in
the San Joaquin and Delta similar to data for Sac~ amento River?

Water Quality Program Impacts Actions 4&5 - S.IV’DIP actions must be hnplemented first and
continue before a "valley-wide drain" can be serk usly considered in the future.

Water Use :Efficiency Impacts - Page 3-56 seems to say that water use efficiency will have no
impact on water quality good or bad. During the drought in the early 1990s selenium loads
decreased in the San 1oaquin Kiver as seen in R~, QCB reports. This was attributed to improved
water management and removal of marginal land from production. Selenium loads on a pound
per acre basis decreased significantly. Once the d cought ended the marginal land was put back
into production and the selenium load in the river returned to the high levels of past years. But
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selenium loads in pounds per acre, although it increased, remained below the levels before water
management was improved. This shows clearly t hat se-~’era! techniques together (land retirement
and water management) can reduce selenium lore Is to the river. Again piecemeal assessment
tends to ignore significant improvements to ware, quality when compared to the whole picture.

Selenium/mercury interactions in the western Delta should be discussed. I can provide some
information on this later.

USGS has seen estrogenic effects in fish from the San Joaquin River that correlates to total
dissolved pesticide concentrations. I can providt’. some information on this later.

EPA selenium standard of 2.0 ug/l for water to b,; used for wetlands in San 3oaquin Grasslands

D--043830
D-043830


